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Fig. 6a. Map indicating approximately how state and 
county management units would shape up after a planned 
disposal program and a cooperative agreement would 
be put into effect. 

Kimberly Township (47N-25W) 

The initial field classification is shown in Fig. 7, 
P. 10. Other than a few scattered pieces in the 
southwest corner, it indicates practically no pub­
lic land suitable for immediate disposal. Some new 
tracts north and east of Kimberly and near Camp 
Lake might be suitable for private use but are 
listed as having potential mineral value and are 
thus withheld from sale. Some other marginal 
lands more or less isolated from the main blocks of 
public land are not convenient for state or county 
management. However, they are classified for 
provisional retention until a real need for them 
develops. 

The land classified for retention as multiple-use 
woodland and marsh block up into reasonably 
compact management units. (See Fig. 8). There 
still remain, however, some problems of dividing 
responsibility for administration between county, 
state and federal government, and also questions 
concerning coordination of game management, 
forestry and recreation . 
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The southeastern block of intermingled state 
and county lands adjoins the Rice Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge. The northeast block is close to 
the Kimberly State Wildlife Management Area . 
The whole township will be very accessible to 
state and county foresters and state game man­
agers stationed at Aitkin, as well as to the State 
Park and Recreation Supervisor at McGregor. 

R24W 

T 47 N 

Fig. 8. Potential conservation management units in Kim­
berly Township. Best assignment of responsibility for 
management is yet to be worked out. 

Next Steps in Aitkin County 

The remaining job in Aitkin County can be 
considered in two parts - completion of classi­
fication and putting the results to use. 

Completion and Review of Classification 

All of the township maps summarizing the field 
men's recommended classification are being dupli­
cated and made available to the advisory com­
mittee members. Copies of individual code sheets 
(L&F-214) giving greater detail will be supplied 
on request. 

Depending upon the reaction of the advisory 
committee, further field checks will be arranged 
and efforts made to reconcile differences of 
opinion. 

One complete set of township maps and classi­
fication forms, together with committee comments 
and recommendations, will be submitted to the 
Commissioner of Conservation, and one set to the 
Aitkin County Board. 

This will complete the field operation, but it is 
expected that the advisory committee will con­
tinue interest in seeing the work put to use. 
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Fig'. 7 Code sheet for Kiinberly Township before review by advisoTy committee. 

Putting Results to Use 

The classification will be useful only if generally 
accepted and translated into action. Required ac­
tion will be in the form of: (1) Establishing firm 
land disposal policies, (2) clearly defining public 
land management units, (3) adjusting field or­
ganizations to absorb new and expanded responsi­
bilities, and ( 4) evolving plans to manage the 
public lands, including provision for cooperation 
between agencies (federal, state, county). 

1. Defining Disposal Policies. Policies will be 
developed separately by the State and 
County and may vary in degree. Both should 
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have the same broad aims and both should be 
consistent with the agreed classifications. 
Parallel procedures and a system of consul­
tation with the advisory committee would 
be desirable. 

2. Establishing Management Units. It is not 
possible to foresee all of the complications 
which will face the State and the County in 
defining management units, but some are 
already apparent in Aitkin County. 

As much as 100,000 acres of state timber, brush 
and marsh land not presently in state forests, 
state parks or game management areas may be 
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found primarily suited to conservation purposes. 
Most of the lands are being classified for multiple 
use, which means that certain portions are well 
suited to recreational use, others to wildlife man­
agement, still others to timber production, but 
that these areas are too intertwined or in some 
cases too scattered to permit efficient one-use man­
agement. How shall they be delineated and how 
managed? One solution is to blanket them into 
the state forest system and provide for coordi­
nated management by the several Department of 
Conservation divisions concerned with the differ­
ent activities. These matters, of course, will have 
to be worked out by the Commissioner when he 
has all of the facts before him. 

Aitkin County has approximately 100,000 acres 
in memorial forests and 140,000 acres of wood­
land, brush and marsh outside of memorial for-
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Fig. 9. Approximate location of state and county lands 
classified for retention for conservation purposes. Bound­
aries are subject to revision after all classifications have 
been reviewed and approved . 
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ests. Much of the outside land will be classified 
for multiple-use conservation uses. The County 
Board will need to decide what areas to add to its 
memorial forests, parks, recreation areas, game 
areas, etc., which areas to retain in present cus­
todial status, and which areas to dispose of in one 
way or another. 

Fig. 9 shows in a general way which of the 
public lands fall into natural management units. 

3. Evaluating Field Organization. The present 
distribution of state personnel concerned 
with large scale land management is shown 
in Fig. 10. 

Prospective new responsibilities can be ab­
sorbed without radical readjustment of the state 
field stations. However, if the county is to be the 
unit of management, some redrawing of district 
lines will be required. 

Assuming all multiple-use state lands to be 
blanketed in the state forest system, a well-staffed 
area headquarters will be essential (eventually at 
Aitkin). Two Division of Lands and Forestry 
staff assistants will be needed to share responsi-

. bilities for fire protection, road and. building op­
erations, state timber land management, cooper­
ation with private timber land owners, etc. 
Contributed planning and supervisory services 
from Game and Fish Division men will insure 
adequate attention to the wildlife possibilities of 
the nearly 400,000 acres of state land in the 
county. Similar contributed services of Park and 
Recreation Division men will insure proper atten­
tion to the recreational potential. 

4. Making Plans for Management. The type 
of organization suggested above will facil­
itate effective multiple-use planning on state 
properties. In addition to this, however, 
there is going to be a need for means of 
financing the day-to-day activities in fields 
other than timber management. Such things 
as· construction and maintenance of rustic 
camps and other recreational facilities on 
state and county lands (other than parks), 
maintenance of dams, game habitat develop­
ment, roadside beautification, are not ade­
quately provided for in forestry budgets and 
probably will require special financing. 

As stated in the January, 1969, Land Exchange 
Study Report, the State recognizes a strong in­
terest in having counties do a good job of forest 
management and will help in any way possible. 
The consultations growing out of classification 
projects undoubtedly will suggest a number of 
practicable forms of aid. 
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Fig. 10. Present field organization of three land managing divisions of the Department of Conservation. 
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BELTRAMI AND ITASCA COUNTY SAMPLES 

No complete classification of these counties was 
undertaken. The pilot study here was confined to 
three areas within or adjoining the Chippewa 
National Forest. It was designed to explore some 
of the problems peculiar to classifying state land 
within the national forests. 

The only preparation for the study was some 
informal discussion with the United States Forest 
Supervisor and his assistants and with the state 
area and district foresters concerned. The field 
work was done by Mr. Paul StAmant, consultant 
for the Department of Conservation. 

General Situation 

As pointed out in the January, 1969, Land Ex­
change Study Report, the State owns some 
272,760 acres of land within the Chippewa Na­
tional Forest; counties control an additional 
91,580 acres. Tentative plans have been made to 
exclude 48,700 acres of state land by means of 
land exchanges; also, to consolidate interior blocks 
by the same means. However, land exchanges are 
slow and over large areas are held up by questions 
of mineral value. Thus, there is need for interim 
arrangements on land management. These ar­
rangements become more and more urgent as land 
management is intensified to meet increasing 
public needs. 

The principal elements of management related 
to the state lands in· the Chippewa National 
Forest are these : 

1. Fire Protection. A cooperative agreement 
between the Department of Conservation 
and the United States Forest Service pro­
vides for exchange of services, each party 
to protect certain areas of the other. The 
Chippewa National Forest Supervisor re­
ports that cooperative relations with local 
state men is excellent. However, he points 
out that at present the National Forest 
protects approximately 250,000 acres of 
state land at no cost to the State, while the 
state organization protects less than 6,000 
acres of national forest land. In addition, 
the National Forest protects approximately 
380,000 acres of private and tax-forfeited 
land. 

2. Recreation. The state and county lands in 
the Chippewa National Forest include front­
age on many lakes large and small. They 
adjoin a number of good canoe routes and 
many miles of scenic highway. They in­
clude natural compsites and numerous hunt-
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ing and fishing areas. They include portions 
of snowmobile trails, riding and hiking 
routes, a few historic sites. It is important 
that state, county, and federal men correlate 
plans for developing these resources. 

3. Wildlife Management. The Department of 
Conservation has primary responsibility for 
hunting and fishing throughout the forest. 
Moreover, it has special interest in improv­
ing the game and fish environment on state­
owned and tax-forfeited land. State holdings 
include a great deal of wet land important 
in propagation of waterfowl. Again, state and 
federal developments need to be closely 
correlated. 

4. Timber Sales. Generally, state men make 
timber appraisals, sell timber, mark cutting 
boundaries, scale products, etc., on state 
lands wherever located within the National 
Forest. County managers handle sales on 
tax-forfeited land. Because many tracts are 
considerable distance from state and/or 
county headquarters and surrounded by 
federal land independently managed, the 
sales are not always as efficient as they 
might be. Possibilities of joint planning and 
merchandising need to be explored as a 
benefit to operators, as well as land man­
agers. 

5. Land Disposal Policy. Generally, the fed­
eral government has a "no disposal" policy 
in regard to sale of land for agriculture or 
private recreation purposes, the State is in­
clined to be conservative, while the counties 
are more liberal. It would seem desirable 
that the three agencies should find a satis­
factory middle ground. This should be pos­
sible through the process of land classifica­
tion and land exchange. Unquestionably, an 
area as large as the Chippewa National 
Forest, and one already including a large 
acreage of private land, will include some 
public lands suitable for private develop­
ment. On the other hand, it would serve no 
good purpose to indiscriminately relinquish 
large blocks of public land for speculative or 
questionable uses. 

6. Public Relations. In general, the several 
land managing agencies in the Beltrami­
Itasca area retain a good public image. That 
image, however, is impaired somewhat from 
time to time, by conditions or incidents 
which could be avoided by joint planning 
and closer agency cooperation. Examples 



are: occasional untended campsite identified 
as belonging to county or state; unsightly 
timber operations close to lakeshore or 
major highways, inter-agency disagree­
ments concerning best use for certain lands. 

Most state forests in this locality lack identity 
in the public view. Thought needs to be given to 
the possibility of redefining boundaries consistent 
with management organization; more adequately 
marking of boundaries and other features; giving 
greater publicity to the multiple-use objectives 
and opportunities in each forest. 

Sample Blocks 

Fig. 11 shows the location of blocks of land 
described in Beltrami and Itasca counties. 

e NORTHOME 
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Fig. 11. Four blocks of land described. 

Third River Block (A). 

This block covers 56,000 acres in northwest 
Itasca County. It lies completely within the 
Chippewa National Forest but has been identified 
as an area which may eventually be excluded after 
completion of land exchanges with the State. At 
present, the State owns 49 per cent of the land, 
the federal government 25 per cent, county and 
private owners the remainder. (See Fig. 12). 

The State now has no personnel in the block 
itself. Timber sales and other activities on state 
lands are handled out of Blackduck. The National 
Forest provides fire protection for the block. 

Most of the state land is forested. The prevailed 
type on the north is aspen with miscellaneous 
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Fig. 12. Location of state land in third river block. 

hardwoods. This is interspersed with marshy 
areas and some fairly extensive tracts of pine. 
Farther south in Township 147N, Range 29W, 
wet lands predominate. 

The western portion of the Third River Block 
which has the densest concentration of state 
lands, also contains a significant acreage of agri­
cultural land, mostly in private ownership. (See 
Fig. 13). 

Primarily, the farmland consists of pasture, 
rather than cropland. Some clearing is in progress 
but some other areas are reverting to brush. One 
wild rice cultivation project was not~d. Farming 
can be integrated with forest management inas­
much as many of the residents seek part-time 
employment off the farm. 

The block also contains some good residential 
and private resort development notably around 
Dixon Lake. Public lands will complement the pri­
vate development by providing some lake frontage 
for public use, by screening canoe routes and 
scenic drives, by providing extensive hunting 
areas. They have possibilities for rustic camp­
grounds, hiking trails, snowmobile routes, etc. 

A trial run of land classification in the north-
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Fig. 13. Agricultural and residential areas as shown by 
the preliminary Itasca County zoning map. 

ern third of Township 148N, Range 29W, gave 
results as shown in Fig. 14. 

General recommendations for the Third River 
Block then are : 

1. Complete the classification of state lands, 
preferably in cooperation with Itasca County. 
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2. Consider formal establishment of a Third 
River State Management Unit in the more 
solidly state-owned western portion of the 
block. 

a. Take over fire protection. 

b. Create a strong state presence - post 
boundaries and mark features of interest 
to the public, such as scenic roads, canoe 
routes, directions to campgrounds and 
lake access. 

c. Plan and practice multiple-use manage­
ment-develop wildlife areas-increase 
recreational possibilities - improve tim­
berlands. 

3. Initiate land exchanges with the National 
Forest and work out with Itasca County a 
method of managing intermingled tax­
forfeited land. 

4. Pending completion of exchanges both State 
and County should explore possibilities of 
cooperation with the National Forest in: 

.. 
• 

a. Timing of timber sales. 

b. Common boundary marking. 

c. Joint contracts for various types of cul­
tural operations. 

d. Uniform practices in travel and water 
zones. 
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Preliminary Classification of State Lands 
in North One-third of Township 148N, Range 29W. 
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e. Joint planning of recreational develop­
ments. 

f. Cooperation in wildlife management. 

g. Cooperate in aerial detection of fires both 
inside and outside of national forest 
boundaries. 

Hines-Summit Area (B) 

This tract in Beltrami County includes the 
south half of Township 149N, Range 30W, and 
Township 149N, Range 31W. It is not within a 
designated state or county forest, but it lies close 
to state headquarters at Blackduck and can be 
easily supervised from there. 

All of the block except the triangle lying west 
of the Northern Pacific Railway tracks is within 
the Chippewa National Forest. Federal lands are 
supervised from ranger district headquarters at 
Blackduck. 

The gross area is 22,500 acres of which the 
State owns 11 per cent, the County 14 per cent, 
the federal government 25 per cent, and private 
owners 50 per cent. (See Fig. 15). 

R31 w 

I 

• I 

• 
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~· 
• • 

STATE LAND 

COUNTY LAND 

Fig. 15. Location of state and county land in the Hines­
Summit area. 

The county planning commission has not yet 
completed zoning. The presumption is that a large 
portion will be zoned as suitable for low density 
(agricultural) use. 

Detailed classification of state and county land 
has not been attempted. Before it can be done 
properly, some basic agreements must be reached 
on the following : 

1. The agricultural potential and what it im­
plies relative to public lands now in timber 
or being used for other conservation pur-
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poses. This will have a bearing on plans of 
county, federal and state agencies. 

2. Possibility of early exchanges between the 
State, County and the Chippewa National 
Forest. 

Meanwhile, it would seem logical for the State 
to retain (provisionally) its lands in these two 
townships until detailed plans can be formulated. 

The State could take over fire protection of the 
block, including the federal land as partial off set 
for protection given state lands elsewhere in the 
National Forest. 

Arrangements for cooperative management 
relative to timber sales, wildlife management, 
recreational development, screening of roads and 
waterfrontage can be made pending execution of 
land exchanges. 

Sugar Bush Area ( C) 

This block consisting of Township 147N, Range 
31 W, lies within the Buena Vista State Forest 
and the Chippewa National Forest. It is protected 
by the United States Forest Service. State land 
is supervised out of Cass Lake, national forest 
land out of Blackduck, tax-forfeited land out of 
Bemidji. 

The gross area is 19,340 acres of which the 
National Forest has 55 per cent, the State 13 
per cent, the County 9 per cent, and private own­
ers 23 per cent. The location of state land is shown 
on Fig. 16. Except Section 16, it is badly frag-

R 31 
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Fig. 16. Location of state land in Sugar Bush Township. 
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mented and intermingled with land of other 
owners. The north half of the township, as well 
as the southeast, is predominantly federal. The 
1940 Beltrami County zoning map showed most 
of the south half and the center of the north half 
as suitable for residential and agricultural use. 
(See Fig. 17). Actual development has been much 
less extensive. Most residents are resorters, and 
a large share of even the private land supports 
timber. 
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Fig. 17. 1940 zoning map for Sugar Bush Township. 

Sample classification of public lands here and 
there indicated that almost all fell in the category 
of multiple-use conservation land. 

It would appear logical for the State to ex­
change out of this township. Also, it would appear 
desirable for the County to seek legal authority 
to sell directly to the United States Forest Service 
(at appraised price) as has been done in parts of 
Cass County. 

Pending completion of exchanges, the State, 
County, and National Forest should discuss means 
of coordinating management in a manner similar 
to that enumerated for the Third River Block. 

Chippewa Border Area (D) 

This area consists of three townships ; Port 
Hope (48N-32W), Turtle River (47N-32W), and 
Frohn ( 46N-32W), lying just west of the Chip­
pewa National Forest. The area contains the vil­
lages of Tenstrike, Farley and Turtle River and, 
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of course, is very close to Lake Bemidji and the 
City of Bemidji. 

The privately-owned lands, as indicated by the 
1940 zoning plan, are suited to agricultural and 
residential use. This is true generally of private 
land lying adjacent to highways and resort lakes. 
However, the state and county lands which make 
up about one-third of the total area appear to 
be primarily suited to conservation uses. The five 
principal aggregates of state and county land 
shown in Fig. 18 are believed to be potential 
conservation management units. 

1. The Three-Island Lake Unit consists of 
about 3,900 acres of which the County owns 
87 per cent, the State 7 per cent, and private 
owners 6 per cent. This is part of a three­
parcel tract which Harland Bartholomen & 
Associates recently recommended to the 
Beltrami County Planning Advisory Com­
mission for a county park. The unit lies 
within the boundaries of the Buena Vista 
State Forest. It has good possibilities for 
intensive water-based recreation, plus more 
primitive recreational use, wildlife manage­
ment and timber production. 

2. The Tenstrike Unit contains 4,100 acres; 70 
per cent county land, 28 per cent state land, 
and 2 per cent private land. It is a mixture 
of timbered upland and swamp with a few 
small clearings and open marshes. It is quite 
similar to the adjoining land within the 
Chippewa National Forest. It has certain 
recreational and aesthetic value. For ex­
ample, state Section 36 contains a portion 
of the Turtle River canoe route. The unit 
abuts scenic Highway #71 on the north and 
County 22 on the south. It also has possibil­
ities for game management and timber pro­
duction. County lands are supervised by the 
Land Commissioner at Bemidji, but the 
tract is not at present considered a memorial 
forest. Most of the unit lies within the 
Buena Vista State Forest and state lands 
are supervised from Bemidji. 

3. The Bass Lake Unit contains 4,600 acres; 83 
per cent county, 15 per cent state, and 2 per 

'cent private. It is a mixture of aspen up­
lands and swamps. It has no significant 
waterfrontage but has potential for exten­
sive types of recreation and can be quite 
valuable for wildlife management and tim­
ber growing. It is crossed by scenic Highway 
County # 20. The unit is accessible from 
Turtle River Village and from Lake Bemidji 
State Park. 
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Fig. 18. Location of five potential management units in 
the Chippewa border area. 
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4. The Long Lake Unit contains 3,600 acres; 
84 per cent county, 8 per cent state, 8 per 
cent private. It is mostly forested with con­
siderable pine on the sandy soils. Both up­
lands and swamps have good possibilities 
for wildlife management. The State has 
about one-half mile of frontage on Long 
Lake. Otherwise, recreational features are 
of an extensive nature. 

5. The North Frohn Unit contains 2,750 acres; 
7 4 per cent county, 13 per cent state, and 13 
per cent private. It is almost identical with 
the Mississippi River County Park proposed 
by Harland Bartholomen & Associates in 
their January, 1968, plan. At an earlier date, 
most of this· area was designated Bemidji 
Game Refuge. Essentially, it is a multiple­
use area needing management for water, tim­
ber, game and recreation. County land is 
managed out of Bemidji but not as a me­
morial forest. State land is protected and 
managed from Bemidji. 

It is notable that the five units contain a pre­
ponderance of county land; roughly 15,000 acres 
compared with 2,800 acres state. 

A few conclusions seem justified: 

1. Beltrami County should classify its lands in 
the three townships. 

2. Areas found chiefly valuable for conserva­
tion purposes should be set aside as memo­
rial forests. 

3. Lands not needed for conservation or other 
purposes can be offered for sale in an orderly 
manner over a period of years. (The same 
procedure would be advisable for state land.) 

4. The County and State should open discus­
sions on protection, timber harvesting, wild­
life management, recreational development, 
seeking an efficient cooperative relationship, 

5. Within the memorial forests, special-use 
areas, such as recreational areas, wildlife 
projects, scenic travel corridors, waterfront 
preserves, may be identified (by name, if 
desired). 

Next Steps in Beltrami and Itasca Counties 

1. It would be desirable to start a complete 
land classification of state and county lands 
within the very near future. On the part of 
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the State, this will require designation of a 
Department representative in each county 
to direct work on state lands. On the part 
of the counties, presumably it will require 
resolution by the County Board and delega­
tion of responsibility for classifying tax­
forfeited lands. 

2. To assist in classifying doubtful areas and 
to contribute suggestions on management, 
it will be desirable to have a technical ad­
visory committee made up of individuals 
representing various aspects of conserva­
tion, including agricultural people, recrea­
tional interests, fish and game specialists, 
mining engineers, water experts. The local 
federal and state land managing agencies 
should be represented. 

3. The classification presumably will identify 
some tracts of public land suited to private 
use. The advisory committee should help 
devise methods of orderly disposal. 

4. The classification doubtless will indicate 
need for additiOns and alterations in me­
morial forests and state forests. Again, the 
advisory committee can be helpful. 

5. The United States Forest Service, in its 
land adjustment program, has identified 
areas where it is interested in consolidating 
federal ownership by exchange or purchase. 
Its multiple-use plan and map is one form 
of classification. The next step will be to 
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identify tracts which it will recommend for 
disposal by exchange, including some suit­
able for agricultural and industrial develop­
ment. 

6. It is to be hoped that the classification ac­
tivity will expedite land exchanges and, 
pending completion of these exchanges, will 
lead to closer cooperation between the 
federal, state and county agencies in such 
things as: 

a. Comparable rules of management and 
protection of aesthetic values in water­
front zones and adjoining public roads. 

b. Coordination of timber sales; timing of 
sales, joint boundary surveys. 

c. Tieing together of recreation plans; lo­
cation and maintenance of campgrounds, 
posting of trails and canoe routes, pub­
licity. 

d. Combining some reforestation efforts, 
particularly contract operations, where 
lands join; ground preparation, insect 
and weed control. 

e. Planning wildlife management more or 
less regardless of ownership. 

7. To facilitate cooperation, the several agen­
cies should create a task force which will 
meet annually or oftener to review objec­
tives and lay out operating plans. 

/ 



LAND CLASSIFICATION CODE 

(Used in Pilot Studies) 

1- 2 COUNTY 
Numbers as in Land Records 

3-10 TOWNSHIP - RANGE - SECTION 

11-15 DESCRIPTION 
According to Government Survey 

16-21 ACREAGE (To Nearest Acre) 

22- ACQUISITION 
1. Trust Fund (School & Swamp) 
2. Acquired 
3. Consolidated Conservation 
4. L. U. P. (Leased) 
5. 50 - 50 Lands 
6. University 
7. Volstead 
8. Salt Springs 
9. Tax-forfeited 

23-24 OWNERSHIP & USE 
20. Lands & Forestry State Forest 
21. Lands & Forestry Non-State Forest 
30. Game & Fish 
40. Parks 
50. Highways 
60. Other State Agencies 
70<. County Forests 
71. County Parks 
72. County Right-of-Way 
73. Other County Land 

25- ENCUMBRANCES 
1. Timber Permit 
2. Surface Lease 
3. Mineral Surface Lease 
4. Easement 
5. Mineral Lease 
6. Commercial Deposits, Gravel, Peat or Marl 

26- MANAGEMENT OF LAND 
1. In Management Unit 
2. In proposed Management Unit 

27-28 STATE FOREST 
Numbers as in Land Records 

29-32 COUNTY FOREST 
Numbered according to county 

33- FEDERAL FORESTS 
1. Chippewa National Forest 
2. Superior National Forest (regular) 
3. Superior National Forest BWCA (Interior) 
4. Superior National Forest BWCA (Portal) 
5. Superior National Forest Other Shipsted-N olan 

34-37 GAME & FISH UNITS 
Numbers as in Land Records 
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38-41 PARKS (State or County) 
Numbers as in Land Records 

42- NATIONAL PARKS 
1. In National Park 
2. In proposed National Park 

43- MINERAL STATUS 
1. Taconite Lease 
2. Natural Iron Ore Lease 
3. Other Mineral Leases 
4. Mineral Potential 

44- ACCESSIBILITY 
1. On all-weather road 
2. Within 11h Miles of all-weather road 
3. Within 11h-3 Miles of all-weather road. Not 
readily reached by land but: 
4. On navigable water (no portage) 
5. On navigable water (portage) 
6. Not readily accessible 
7. Not accessible 

45- COUNTY ZONING 
(adopt classes in local ordinance) 

46-47 CLASSIFICATION 
1. Urban Development 
2. Agricultural 
3. Agricultural (no year long occupancy) 
4. Mining & Mining Facilities 
5. Recreational or Aesthetic 
6. Multiple-Use Forestry including Watershed 
7. Game or Fish (include fiowage) 
8. Commercial Peat or Gravel 
9. Access to Lake or other Land 

48- INTENSITY OF MANAGEMENT JUSTIFIED 
1. Extensive management 
2. Intensive management 

49- RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION 
1. Retain Permanently (Conservation) 
2. Retain Permanently (Other) 
3. Retain Provisionally (Custodial) 
4. Dispose (By Sale) 
5. Exchange 

50-55 LAKE IDENTIFICATION (as used by the Division 
of Waters, Soils & Minerals) 

56c.-58 RIVER IDENTIFICATION (as used by the Divi­
sion of Waters, Soils & Minerals) 

59-60 WATERSHED IDENTIFICATION-( numbered 1 
to 39 as per map) 

61-70 LATITUDE & LONGITUDE 
Overall land identification system 
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